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Appendix G 

Agency Correspondence 

Relevant correspondence with the following federal and state regulatory agencies is provided in 
Appendix G: 

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

• Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

• Maryland Department of the Environment 

• National Marine Fisheries Service 

• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service 

• United States Environmental Protection Agency 

• United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Section 106 correspondence to date and memoranda of consulting parties meetings on June 11, 2013, 
and August 8, 2013, are provided in Appendix G. 





 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

August 14, 2013 

 

Ms. Brigid Hynes-Cherin 

Regional Administrator 

Federal Transit Administration 

1760 Market Street, Suite 500 

Philadelphia, PA  19103-4124 

 

Ref:    Proposed Purple Line Project 

          Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland 

            

Dear Ms. Hynes-Cherin: 

 

On August 5, 2013, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) received notification and 

supporting documentation regarding the development of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the 

referenced project. Based upon the information that was provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, 

Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, 

“Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this undertaking. Accordingly, we 

do not believe that our participation in the consultation to develop this agreement is needed. However, if 

we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), a Tribal 

Historic Preservation Officer, an affected Indian tribe, a consulting party or other party, we may reconsider 

this decision. Additionally, should circumstances change and you determine that our participation is 

needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us.   

 

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final PA, developed in consultation with the 

Maryland SHPO, and any other consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the 

conclusion of the consultation process. The filing of the PA and supporting documentation with the ACHP 

is required in order to complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 

Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect.  If you have any questions or need 

additional assistance, please contact Kelly Fanizzo at 202-606-8507, or via email at kfanizzo@achp.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Raymond V. Wallace 

Historic Preservation Technician 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 



























 

























































  
 

 
 

  

V:\31772-001\Engineering\Environmental\Topography, Geology, Soils\NRCS Correspondence Letter 05-01-2012.docx 

May 01, 2012 
 
James E. Brewer, CPSS/SC 
Resource Soil Scientist 
United States Department of Agriculture-National Resource Conservation Service 
28577 Mary’s Court, Suite 3 
Easton, Maryland 21601 
 
Re: Maryland Purple Line Light Rail 
 
Dear Mr. Brewer: 
 
Whitman, Requardt, and Associates, LLP, is writing on behalf of the Maryland Transit Administration as 
the general engineering consultant for the Maryland Purple Line Light Rail project.  This letter is to follow 
up on our previous email and phone correspondence regarding the potential for farmland soil conversion 
as a result of the Maryland Purple Line.  The Purple Line is a 16.3 mile light rail project that is intended to 
provide reliable and efficient transit service to passengers along the east-west corridor between Bethesda 
and New Carrollton, Maryland.  As shown on the enclosed figure, the Purple Line would be constructed 
entirely within urbanized area, as designated by the most recent United States Census Bureau mapping 
(2010).  Due to the developed nature of the proposed project corridor, any potential impacts to soils rated 
for farmland is not regulated under the stipulations of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 7 CFR 
658. 
 
Please find the enclosed Form AD-1006 for the Maryland Purple Line Light Rail project, to be filed with 
the NRCS.  Please provide your concurrence at your earliest convenience.  Should you have any questions 
or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.  Your assistance and guidance in 
this effort is greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Caleb T.  Parks 
Environmental Planner 
 
 
Enclosures (2): Urbanized Area-2010 U.S. Census, Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006  
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U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request

Name Of Project Federal Agency Involved

Proposed Land Use County And State

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By NRCS

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland?
(If no, the FPPA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form).

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used Name Of Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By NRCS

Yes       No
  

Acres: % %Acres:

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Site Rating
Site A Site B Site C Site D

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)   Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)   Land Evaluation Criterion
               Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)  
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b)

Maximum
Points

1. Area In Nonurban Use
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area
6. Distance To Urban Support Services
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services

10. On-Farm Investments
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local
site assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

Site Selected: Date Of Selection
Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

 Yes  No

Reason For Selection:

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (10-83)
This form was electronically produced by National Production Services Staff
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MEETING MINUTES 
 
 

MEETING SUBJECT: Consulting Party Meeting No. 1 

MEETING DATE, TIME: 6/11/13 1:00 pm  

MEETING LOCATION: State Highway District 3 Office “Auditorium” 

ATTENDEES: See attached Attendance Roster 

PREPARED BY: John Martin 

DISTRIBUTION DATE: 7/17/13 

DCN: 2013.06.11.PM.PE.02.CP Mtg.1- 

 
Meeting Initiation/Purpose 

The purpose of this meeting is to provide the Consulting Parties an opportunity to provide input on the identified 
historic properties within the Purple Line Area of Potential Effects.   

Discussion 
 
The meeting opened with introductions around the room.  There were 3 Consulting Parties represented at 
the meeting; The Columbia Country Club, NCPC and the Anacostia Trails Heritage Area. 

Steve Hawtof provided a brief overview of the Purple Line project.  

John Martin presented an overview of Section 106 and where the project is in the process.  He then 
presented all of the identified historic properties within the project APE, some of which had been 
previously identified, some that underwent boundary or historic significance refinement.  A copy of the 
presentation is attached to the minutes. 

Following the presentation, the floor was opened to questions. 

Dan Koenig asked about the Madonna of the Trails statue since it appears outside of the APE.   

Response: originally inside APE but later refinements place it outside.  However, since it had been 
surveyed and was close, it was left in and MHT was okay with it. 

Bob Pillotte (CCC) asked about the Country Club’s boundaries (refined) and its status. 

Response: The CCC was originally opined eligible in 2002, but at the time the boundary was drawn so as 
to include the rail line property.  The reassessment/refinement included excluding the county property, but 
including golf course shifts that intrude onto the county’s parcel.  Also, the contributing features were 
evaluated and the basis for the historic significance strengthened. 

Aaron Marcautch expressed concern over early 20th century building being overlooked because they are 
less than 70 years of age, but have importance to the local communities. 
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Response: It was explained that prior to his joining the meeting, it was stated that properties over 40 years 
of age were included in the evaluation (as opposed to 50, because of the expected project that schedule 
that could span long enough to require additional survey).   

Aaron Marcautch also offered to assist in the next CP meeting logistics.   

There was discussion about the attendance and suggestions to follow up on invitation letters with e-mails 
or phone calls to better ensure awareness of the meeting.   In addition, MTA stated that minutes would be 
distributed to the consulting parties and that the presentation would also be attached.  
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Purple Line GEC 
Section 106 Consulting Party Meeting 
SHA District 3 Office *AUDITORIUM* 

9300 Kenilworth Avenue Greenbelt, MD 20770 
June 11, 2013 – 1:00 pm 

 
Sign In Sheet 

 
Name Company Phone Number E-mail Address 

John W. Martin Purple Line GEC (856) 802-9930 
x113 jmartin@gfnet.com 

Kerri Barile Purple Line GEC 540-899-9170 kbarile@dovetailcrg.com 

Steve Hawtof Purple Line GEC 443-348-2017 shawtof@gfnet.com 

Amanda Baxter Purple Line GEC 703-293-7437 abaxter@wrallp.com 

Harriet Levine Purple Line GEC (410) 837-5840 Harriet.levine@jacobs.com 

Mike Madden MTA  mmadden@mta.maryland.gov 

Dan Koenig FTA (202) 219-3528 Daniel.Koenig@dot.gov 

Adam Stephenson FTA-HQ (202) 366-5183 Adam.Stephenson@dot.gov 

Amy Zaref (by phone) FTA  Amy.Zaref.crf@dot.gov 

Beth Cole MHT - SHPO  Bcole@mdp.state.md.us 

Tim Tamburrino MHT - SHPO  ttamburrino@mdp.state.md.us 

Michael Weil NCPC 202.482.7253 Michael.Weil@ncpc.gov 

Bob Pillote Columbia Country Club 301-984-4790 bpillote@aol.com 

Aaron Marcautch Anacostia Trails Heritage Area Inc 301-887-0777 aaron@anacostiatrails.org 

    

    

    

    
 

mailto:jmartin@gfnet.com
mailto:kbarile@dovetailcrg.com
mailto:shawtof@gfnet.com
mailto:abaxter@wrallp.com
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mailto:mmadden@mta.maryland.gov
mailto:Daniel.Koenig@dot.gov
mailto:Adam.Stephenson@dot.gov
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MEETING MINUTES 
 
 

MEETING SUBJECT: Historic Preservation Consultation Pursuant to Section 106 

MEETING DATE, TIME: 8/8/2013 

MEETING LOCATION: Maryland Department of Transportation Regional Office 

ATTENDEES: See attached Attendance Roster 

PREPARED BY: Caleb Parks, Purple Line Team 

DISTRIBUTION DATE: 8/15/13 

 
Meeting Initiation/Purpose 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, consulting parties, including 
regulatory agencies, appropriate stakeholders, and interested public are provided with an opportunity to consult 
with the FTA and MTA to provide comments related to historic preservation issues that will be considered as part 
of the Purple Line project.  The purpose of this second Consulting Parties meeting was to review historic 
properties in the project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE); discuss how project effects are evaluated; review the 
preliminary effects assessment for identified historic properties; and discuss potential mitigation measures.   

Discussion 

1) Welcome and Introductions.  Monica Meade, Purple Line Team, initiated the meeting followed by a brief 
round of introductions among the meeting attendees.   

2) Project Overview.  Following the welcome and introduction, Michael Madden, Purple Line Project Manager, 
provided an overview of the Purple Line Light Rail project along its planned sixteen-mile alignment.  He 
described how the Purple Line would be integrated into the built environment that characterizes the 
Washington, DC metropolitan area, specifically focusing on interesting project elements, station locations, and 
roadway configurations.   

a) Mr. Madden also mentioned that Maryland Governor Martin O’Malley recently announced that funding 
for the project would be sought as a public-private partnership (P3) for an anticipated 30-year term, 
through which the MTA would maintain ownership and would be responsible for upholding commitments 
made during the planning process.   

b) Mr. Madden emphasized that the urban setting of the project has resulted in the involvement of many 
stakeholders and ongoing coordination among these parties has remained a key element of project 
planning. 

3) Section 106 Overview.  Stephanie Foell, Purple Line Architectural Historian, described the Section 106 process 
and its relationship to the Purple Line.  The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for historic properties, which 
included architectural and archeological resources, was a 500-foot buffer on either side of the project 
alignment. 

a) Within the APE, Ms. Foell stated that there had been 256 assessments conducted, of which twenty-three 
historic properties under Section 106 were identified (twenty-two architectural sites and one 
archeological site). 
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b) Mr. Madden requested that Ms. Foell clarify how the Section 106 process is related to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) efforts currently underway.  She described that Section 106 evaluations 
had been done in parallel to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) that is anticipated to be 
signed by the FTA in September. 

c) Ms. Foell then explained Section 106 key activities and milestones, as well as the remaining schedule for 
the Section 106 process, which includes the completion of an Assessment of Effects Report as well as a 
Programmatic Agreement.  In order to have a signed Record of Decision (ROD) for the FEIS, a 
Programmatic Agreement must be executed.  This is anticipated to occur by mid-October 2013.  She also 
encouraged consulting parties to actively participate and provide comments as part of the Section 106 
process. 

4) Review of Historic Properties.  The 23 historic properties identified within the project APE are as follows: 

 Bethesda-Chevy Chase High School (No Effect) 
 Columbia Country Club (No Adverse Effect) 
 Preston Place (No Adverse Effect) 
 Rock Creek Park Montgomery County Survey Area (No Adverse Effect) 
 Metropolitan Branch, Baltimore & Ohio Railroad (Adverse Effect) 
 Talbot Avenue Bridge (Adverse Effect) 
 Woodside Historic District (No Effect) 
 The Falkland Apartments (Adverse Effect) 
 Old Silver Spring Post Office (No Effect) 
 First Baptist Church of Silver Spring (No Adverse Effect) 
 Montgomery Blair High School (No Adverse Effect) 
 Sligo Creek Parkway (No Adverse Effect) 
 Sligo Adventist School (No Effect) 
 University of Maryland, College Park (No Adverse Effect) 
 Rossborough Inn (No Adverse Effect) 
 Old Town College Park Historic District ( No Effect) 
 College Park Airport (No Adverse Effect) 
 College Lawn Station (No Effect) 
 Calvert Hills District (No Effect) 
 M-NCPPC Department of Parks and Recreation Regional Headquarters (No Effect) 
 Baltimore-Washington Parkway (Gladys Noon Spellman Parkway) (No Adverse Effect) 
 Area K Domestic Site (No Effect) 
 Martins Woods (No Effect) 

5) Preliminary Effects Assessment.  After going over all of the Section 106 properties that had been identified 
within the Purple Line APE, Ms. Foell moved to address the preliminary effects determination for historic 
properties.   

a) Of the 23 properties within the project APE, ten were determined to have no effect. 

b) Ten properties were determined to have no adverse effect (physical destruction or damage to all or part of 
historic property; change in character of a historic property; and/or introduction of visual, atmospheric, or 
audible elements that diminish the significant features of a historic property). 
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 Specific discussion focused on the Columbia Country Club, the University of Maryland, and the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway; the project team has worked to minimize effects to these properties 
where possible, as required by Section 106. 

 Mr. Madden and Ms. Foell discussed the changes that would occur at the Columbia Country Club with 
project renderings to provide visual reference.  The MTA will shift the alignment slightly to the north 
to avoid the tees and greens on the south side of the alignment. Bob Pillote, of the Club’s Board of 
Governors, clarified that some green and hole reconfigurations on the north side of the alignment 
would be required.  The coordination between the Country Club and MTA was noted. 

 Ms. Foell explained how the Purple Line would be incorporated into the University of Maryland. The 
relocation of the ‘M Circle’ was described but it was noted that the “M” is not historic. The 
coordination between the University and MTA was noted. 

 Ms. Meade, with some input provided by Steve Hawtof,  gave an overview of the changes that would 
result from the reconstruction of the Baltimore Washington-Parkway bridges over Riverdale Road.  
Kate Birmingham, of the National Park Service, was in approval that the bridges’ stone facing would be 
preserved.  There was a discussion of the construction methodology which had been developed to 
avoid impacts to the parkway and the archeological site. The coordination between the National Park 
Service and MTA was noted. 

c) Finally, the three adverse property impacts determined in the preliminary effects assessment were 
discussed.  These adverse effects are a result of proposed demolitions. 

 Talbot Avenue Bridge – this bridge will be removed by the project. 
 Metropolitan Branch – The Talbot Avenue Bridge is a contributing element to this resource, so its 

removal  results in an adverse effect to the  
 Falklands Apartments- the removal of several units off two of the buildings would be an adverse 

effect. 

6) Preliminary Proposed Mitigation.  Because of the anticipated adverse effect determination for the project, 
mitigation would be required.  Several preliminary mitigation concepts were introduced.  Specifically these 
included the items discussed below: 

 Prior to outlining the preliminary mitigation measures that are proposed, Beth Cole, of the Maryland 
Historic Trust, requested that even for properties not determined to be affected in the Preliminary 
Effects Assessment, ongoing coordination occur throughout the entire process of design and 
construction.  Coordination would also be required for offsite properties for environmental mitigation 
such as wetlands or reforestation, etc.   

 Henry Ward, archeologist for the Purple Line PMC, said that historic property reconnaissance would 
take place once a wetland mitigation roster was available. 

a) Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record documentation for the 
properties proposed for demolition. 

b) Web-based mapping with documentation, photographs, and educational information on all historic 
properties within the APE 

c) Development of an interpretive plan that could include historically themed signage or incorporation of 
historic images at stations.   

 Aaron Marcautch, from the Anacostia Trails Heritage Area, suggested that updated signage and the 
development of an interpretive plan for the Anacostia Trail would be appreciated as a result of the 
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Purple Line.  He gave an example of the InterCounty Connector, which provided way finding signs to 
the interstate along the trail and suggested that perhaps the Purple Line could provide bicycle and/or 
pedestrian way finding signage. 

7) Next Steps.  Ms. Foell then invited questions and discussion and highlighted the next steps of the Section 106 
process.  These steps included the following: 

a) FTA will finalize the project’s effects assessment and submit an effects report to MHT for concurrence in 
mid-August 2013.  All consulting parties will be able to review the report and any comments will be 
considered. 

b) A third Section 106 consulting parties meeting will occur in late September 2013. 

c) Mitigation for the Purple Line’s adverse effect determination will be finalized and included in the project’s 
Programmatic Agreement. 

d) Signatories will sign and execute the Programmatic Agreement by mid-October 2013. 

 

 Ms. Cole clarified that agency comments on the Programmatic Agreement should go through the MTA 
and be distributed among the stakeholder groups. 

 Ms. Cole also asked for clarification on the schedule and Ms. Foell said that consulting parties should 
expect to receive the effects report followed by a Draft Programmatic Agreement. 

 Ms. Kelly Fanizzo of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation applauded the team for the 
information presented during the meeting and stated that the council will formally respond to the 
consultation invitation provided by FTA. 

 
The next consulting parties meeting will be held in late September 2013. 
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SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS 
 

Action 
Item # Description Assigned To Due 

Date Status 

1.     

2.     

3.     

4.     

5.     

6.     

7.     

8.     

9.     

 
These minutes reflect the author’s understanding of the discussions at the meeting.  The minutes shall initially be 
considered as draft and open to comments for a period of 5 business days after the date of initial issuance.  If no 
comments are received within five days, these minutes shall be considered final and will be issued as such within 2 
business days of the initial comment period.  (Remove this note from final version of the meeting minutes) 
 
Attachments: 
Attendance Roster  

 
Distribution: 
Attendees 
PL GEC Core Team 
 
 



 
 
 

 

Purple Line 
Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting #2 

Maryland Department of Transportation Regional Office 
4351 Garden City Drive, Suite 305 
New Carrollton, Maryland 20785 

Thursday, August 8, 2013  2:00 PM – 4:00 PM 
 

ATTENDANCE ROSTER 
Name Company Phone Number E-mail Address 

Michael Madden PL-Maryland Transit Administration 443-451-3718 mmadden@mta.maryland.gov 

Stephanie S. Foell PL Team – Architectural Historian 443-765-3755 foell@pbworld.com 

Monica Meade PL Team - Planning 443-451-3712 meade@pbworld.com 

Henry Ward PL Team –Archeologist 410-336-8879 wardhe@pbworld.com 

Steve Hawtof PL Team - Environmental 443-348-2017 shawtof@gfnet.com 

Beth Cole Maryland Historic Trust 410-514-7631 bcole@mdp.state.md.us 

Tim Tamburrino Maryland Historic Trust 410-514-7637 ttamburrino@mdp.state.md.us 

Carlo Colella University of Maryland 301-405-2987 ccolella@umd.edu 

Bob Pillote Columbia Country Club 301-984-4790 bpillote@aol.com 

Kate Birmingham National Park Service – National Capital 
Parks-East 202-692-6038 katherine_birmingham@nps.gov 

Adam Stephenson Federal Transit Administration 202-366-5183 adam.stephenson@dot.gov 

Amy Zaref (phone) Federal Transit Administration (801) 998-8581 amy.zaref@dot.gov 

Anita Neal-Powell (phone) Lincoln Park Historical Foundation 301-251-2749 lincolnparkhis@aol.com 

Aaron Marcautch Anacostia Trails Heritage Area Inc 301-887-0777 aaron@anacostiatrails.org 

Kelly Fanizzo Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 202-606-8507 kfanizzo@achp.gov 
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